distinguished by Marx not because they are in reality separate &dquo;factors,&dquo; but because they help to explain the social processes within the structured, &dquo;organic&dquo; whole: &dquo;these categories therefore express the forms of being, the characteristics of existence, and often only individual sides of this specific society, this subject&dquo; (Marx, 1973: 106) . Further, these &dquo;political economic categories&dquo; are only &dquo;abstract expressions of the real, transitory, historic social relations,&dquo; and &dquo;only remain true while these relations exist&dquo; (Marx and Engels, 1955: 34) . Far from being strictly defined, mutually exclusive, and separate social factors, as they are almost universally treated in the China field, superstructure and economic base are acts of conceptualization that refer to different aspects of the social whole that Marx wishes to highlight for purposes of analysis. They contain, as Ollman so convincingly demonstrates, a &dquo;cluster&dquo; of qualities and social relations, all of which are so closely related that they, at times, overlap. This is true for all of Marx's concepts. The concept of &dquo;capital,&dquo; for example, includes in its very meaning the social relations between capital and labor-the entire social significance of capitalism as a process of production in all its superstructural and material aspects (Ollman, 1971: 11-12) . Capital, in &dquo;The Communist Manifesto,&dquo; is described as &dquo;that kind of property which exploits wage-labour, and which cannot increase except upon condition of begetting a new supply of wage-labour for [128] fresh exploitation&dquo; (Marx and Engels, 1968: 47) . This description necessarily entails a specific superstructure-a set of property laws sanctioning the private ownership of capital in the form of . means of production, as well as laws enabling workers to sell their labor as free individuals on the marketplace. This description also necessarily entails a specific set of attitudes or &dquo;consciousness&dquo; on the part of workers. In order to willingly sell their labor-time or, in Marx's terms, in order to be exploited for their surplus labor for any period of time, an overwhelming proportion of the laboring population has to feel that in some sense this arrangement is right and proper, and that there is indeed no other way to go about production.
Capital, like all of Marx's terms, is a many-faceted concept that contains private property, a distinctive system of law, wage labor, the worker, the worker's product, commodities, means of production, the capitalist, money, and value and presupposes certain aspects of human consciousness (Ollman, 1971: 12).
Elements of both superstructure and base combine to form the concept of capital which, for Marx, was of great help in describing an ongoing social process. This usage of concepts in no way separates superstructure from economic base, as they clearly must be separated in the common dualistic conception where superstructure and base are contrasted as counterparts of the poles of, respectively, voluntarism and determinism.
As he sought to understand society, Marx sometimes felt it necessary to create new concepts with which to analyze the social processes of capitalism. This is merely a matter of mentally dividing up the social whole in a distinct manner for a particular analytical purpose. &dquo;The result is a new social factor, a new unit in which to think about and refer to society&dquo; (Ollman, 1971: 20) . The key social category created in this way is the &dquo;relations of production,&dquo; the core of which lies &dquo;in the complex interaction of production, distribution, exchange and consumption&dquo; (Ollman, 1971: 20) . Yet Marx assigns &dquo;relations of production&dquo; to the economic base of society and conceives of them as vitally important, because out of this entity the whole superstructure arises and because the relations of production comprise human material life, where workers interact with &dquo;nature,&dquo; forming their [129] own consciousness (Marx, 1970: 86-88; 1971: 20-21 (Meisner, 1971) (Marx, 1971: 204 (Marx, 1967b: 820-826) . In other words, the process of production as a whole is viewed as a &dquo;unity of the direct production process and the circulation process&dquo; which under capitalism &dquo;presupposes&dquo; specific forms [131] of exchange, consumption, distribution, and property (Marx, _. 1967b: 828) . In a related sense, Marx explained that the concept of capital &dquo;presupposes&dquo; a specific distribution of propertythe expropriation of the landed rural laborer, concentration of means of production into the hands of a minority, and exclusive ownership of land by another minority. All of these socialeconomic relations, Marx says, &dquo;determine&dquo; the &dquo;entire character and movement of production&dquo; (Marx, 1967b: 879) . In all of these senses, by the word &dquo;determine&dquo; Marx clearly means that given a certain mode of production, you must necessarily also find a certain form of exchange, consumption, property, and social relations connected with it.
Marx makes manifestly clear in the cited paragraph that &dquo;determine&dquo; does not mean &dquo;cause&dquo; when he shifts his perspective by inserting &dquo;in the narrow sense&dquo; after &dquo;production.&dquo; After this point he is talking about production not in the sense of the whole social process or &dquo;mode&dquo; of production, but in the narrow sense of the specific act of manufacturing the commodities that are to be distributed, exchanged, and consumed. When Marx shifts his perspective in this manner, production no longer &dquo;determines&dquo; the other aspects, but it is reciprocally interrelated with them-it is &dquo;in turn also determined by the other aspects.&dquo; Such dynamic, reciprocal inneraction between the different aspects is the process that generates change in any structured whole.
Similarly, when Marx asserts that &dquo;the mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual life,&dquo; he does not mean, as asserted in determinist interpretations, that the production process, in the narrow sense, &dquo;determines&dquo; (in the sense of &dquo;cause&dquo;) social, political, and intellectual life. Indeed, all of these social, political, and intellectual aspects are included within and presupposed by the concept &dquo;mode of production&dquo; (Harvey, 1973: 197-206) . This is Marx's way of asserting that the process of production (in the narrow sense) and human social and intellectual life are so densely interrelated that they are parts of a single structural whole. When subsequently he asserts that [132] &dquo;It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their existence that determines their consciousness,&dquo; he is merely stressing, in opposition to &dquo;idealist&dquo; philosophers, that the dialectic of social change is firmly rooted in human material life. The economic base no more causally determines human consciousness than human consciousness causally determines the economic base. Instead, a dense structure exists, with a change in any one of the aspects of the structure necessitating a shift in the relations of all the aspects and perhaps even changing the nature of the structure as a whole (Harvey, 1974; Ollman, 1973 (Schram, 1969: 266 (Meisner, 1967: 267 (Schram, 1971: 230-231 (Meisner, 1971: 6-7; Schram and d'Encausse, 1969: 17 [136] forms within feudal society made, Marx felt, the final qualitative change from feudalism to capitalism possible (Harvey, 1973: 202) .4 This process consisted of a gradual expropriation of the rural British population from small, self-supporting farms into a class who needed to sell their labor-power in order to live. As part of this process, these small landholdings were concentrated, by legal and illegal means, into large private capitalist farms producing food commodities and market goods for the growing domestic market. This was, as Marx conceptualized it, a selffeeding process: the expropriated peasants both became a source of labor on the large farms and sheep ranches and provided a market for the farm commodities. Others migrated to towns and fed a gradually emerging proletariat (Marx, 1967a: 723-749 (Marx, 1967a: 723-727). Large estates were thereafter owned by landed elites and were farmed in hundreds of small parcels by tenants. These tenant farmers were self-supporting, owned their own means of production (farming tools, spinning wheels, and so forth), and produced almost every daily necessity for themselves. As the price of wool grew by leaps and bounds with the development of the early Flemish textile industry, landlords began to see the financial advantage of commercial sheep farming. But the old relations of [137] production, with thousands of self-supporting tenants farming this potentially profitable sheep-grazing land, acted as a real &dquo;fetter&dquo; on the development of commercial sheep-ranching and the textile industry of which it was an arm. This contradiction between the forces and relations of production was resolved in the overthrow of the old relations through a process of &dquo;estate clearing.&dquo; Whole tenant populations were often forcibly evicted from their old way of life and into new relations where they owed no means of production and were forced to sell their labor to someone else (Marx, 1967a: 728-733 (Meisner, 1971: 7) and by arousing and leading the peasantrysigns for which Mao is excommunicated from the very &dquo;essence&dquo; of Marxism (Schram and d'Encausse, 1969: 110-112 [139] clusive&dquo; (Schram and d'Encausse, 1969: 9-15 Marx clearly specified that the capitalist mode of production was a &dquo;special kind&dquo;-one &dquo;with specific historical features&dquo; (Marx, 1967b: 878) . It presupposes, as does any mode of production, a given level of social productive forces and a specific 'form&dquo; of their development as a historical precondition. This precondition is itself the result of a previous, highly specific historical process (Marx, 1967b: 878) . Marx often separated the terms &dquo;modern society&dquo; from the &dquo;capitalist mode of production,&dquo; and, although he saw the possibility of a &dquo;higher form of society&dquo; developing out of capitalism, he studiously avoided the assertion that capitalism is the only path of development to a &dquo;higher form&dquo; (Marx, 1967b: 819-820, 883, 885) . Indeed, Marx's &dquo;objective laws&dquo; are labeled the &dquo;law of development of the capitalist mode of production&dquo;-not simply the law of historical development (Marx, 1967b: 885 (Meszaros, 1972: 140 (Marx, 1967a: 718-719) . This large landed property was a prerequisite to the historical process of large-scale destruction of small subsistence farming, forcing the rural population to sell its labor and buy means of subsistence, while transforming land into capital to be used in the commercial farming of food commodities or in sheep-ranching (Marx, 1967a: 714-715; 1967b: 821 Engels, 1955: 293] But if the imminent Russian revolution does not assume a specific character, and if instead of pursuing an independent path [143] of development Russia &dquo;continues to pursue the path she has followed since 1861,&dquo; then &dquo;she will lose the finest chance ever offered by history to a people and undergo all the fatal vicissitudes of the capitalist regime&dquo; (Marx and Engels,1955: 292 (Wakeman, 1973: 28) . The state must directly shape the consciousness of human beings because in &dquo;the Maoist view&dquo; the transformation of society &dquo;depends entirely on the consciousness, the wills and the activities of men&dquo; (Meisner, 1971: 31) . Indeed, such a view purportedly reveals that Mao is one of the &dquo;heirs of Marx&dquo; who imagines &dquo;that the methods of analysis of the founder of scientific socialism fail to apply to a whole historical epoch&dquo; (Schram and d'Encausse, 1969: 112 (Goldman, 1973: 246 Changes in society are due chiefly to the development of the internal contradictions in society, that is, the contradiction between the productive forces and the relations of production, the contradiction between the old and the new; it is the development of these contradictions that pushes society forward and gives the impetus for the supersession of the old society by the new. [Mao, 1966: Some people think that this is not true of certain contradictions. For instance, in the contradiction between productive forces and the relations of production, the productive forces are the principal aspect; in the contradiction between theory and practice, practice is the principal aspect; in the contradiction between the economic base and the superstructure, the economic base is the principal aspect; and there is no change in their respective positions. This is a mechanical materialist conception, not the dialectical materialist conception. [Mao, 1966: 58] People who attribute primary importance exclusively to the forces of production and economic base, Mao (Meszaros, 1972: 93-113; Ollman, 1971:131-157) . Different relations of production-entailing different forms of division of labor and different patterns of human interaction in the work process-necessarily produce human beings with different understandings of their social relations with each other. These understandings are reflected in human actions which manifest an apparent &dquo;human nature&dquo; (Ollman, 1971: 75-130 (Marx, 1964: 106-119, 128-164; Meszaros, 1972: 14-15, 130-150; Ollman, 1971: 137-153, 205-228) . Since the specific form of capitalist relations of production are, in Marx, the material source of these competitive and individualistic outlooks, the relations of production themselves must be transformed before any lasting changes in human consciousness can be effected. A voluntarist is one who ignores these relations of production and who proceeds to transform human beings through moral exhortation and ritualistic participation, heedless of the material sources of consciousness.
Mao, in his earliest theoretical writings, has traced out these direct links between practical human activity and consciousness.
In &dquo;On Practice,&dquo; where these links between the material and the mental are his central theme, Mao declares that the material basis of human knowledge and consciousness is his notion of &dquo;practice&dquo; -the ongoing human interaction with and activity in the real world of &dquo;production&dquo; and &dquo;class struggle&dquo; (Mao, 1966: 1). For Mao as well as for Marx, &dquo;Man's knowledge depends mainly on his activity in material production, through which he comes gradually to understand the phenomena, the properties and the laws of nature, and the relations between himself and nature; and through this activity he also gradually comes to understand, in varying degrees, certain relations that exist between man and man&dquo; (Mao, 1966: 1-2). But the development of human consciousness does not take place solely in the workplace, because &dquo;Man's social practice is not confined to activity in production, but takes many other forms-class struggle, political life, scientific and artistic pursuits; in short, as a social being, man participates in all spheres of the practical life of society&dquo; (Mao, 1966: 2). So Mao includes in his concept of practice not only the work process but also both political and cultural life&dquo;both of which are intimately bound up with material life&dquo; (Mao, 1966: 2).
[151]
The implication of this concept of practice for people living in a changing socialist society is that they must actively involve themselves in transforming the political and cultural life of society, as well as economic life, in order to transform their consciousness to the point where they are able to &dquo;grasp the essence, the totality and the internal relations of things&dquo; (Mao, 1966: 5 (Mao, 1966: 7-8) . Those who do not actively involve themselves in the material activity of social change will remain entrenched in their earlier forms of consciousness-their &dquo;thinking lags behind reality; this is because man's cognition is limited by numerous social conditions&dquo; (Mao, 1966: 17) . The centrality of this link between the material and the mental is reflected in the concept of education in China, which stresses both the role of the teacher in instilling new ideas into the pupil and the role of practice, or taking part in both production tasks and political &dquo;struggles&dquo; (Munro, 1971: 631-634 Mao [152] explains, is firmly rooted in the material process of production with its technical and social division of labor.
with the development of production, the separation between manual labor and intellectual labor was responsible for ranking idealism first among currents of philosophical thought. With the development of the productive forces of society, the division of labor saw the emergence of persons elevating themselves entirely and exclusively to intellectual labor.... Intellectual labor then becomes the exclusive privilege of the ruling class, while manual labor becomes the fate of the oppressed classes. [Schram, 1969: 182] The necessary elimination of this ideological aspect of the superstructure, therefore, cannot be accomplished by mere exhortation. Rather, a necessary precondition for superstructural change is a change in the division of labor-a crucial factor historically and at present in the &dquo;relations of production.&dquo; Thus, &dquo;To eliminate the distinction between manual labor and intellectual labor is one of the preconditions for eliminating idealist philosophy&dquo; (Schram, 1969: 182 [153] press as changes in &dquo;those portions of the superstructure not in line with a socialist economic base&dquo;-which, in part, they arethese changes also entail, as Maoists recognize, a basic transformation of the relations of production-which for Marx was an integral part of the economic base.
Most of the literature in the China field, however, fails to recognize this. Wakeman, for example, sees the Cultural
Revolution as an act of will limited to superstructural change: &dquo;The Cultural Revolution was an ideological paradox: a class war within the superstructure of public opinion&dquo; (Wakeman, 1973: 306 (Bastid, 1974: 184-188 (Bettelheim, 1974: 69-90; Schurmann, 1968: 293-307 (Hoffman, 1974; Andors, 1969 Andors, , 1974 [156] predicated upon the belief that this alone generates social change-it stems from his idea that the old superstructure is a barrier to further change:
In the course of the revolution, only after the backward superstructure was overthrown was it possible to put an end to the old relations of production. The old relations of production were wiped out and new relations of production set up. This paved the way for the development of new social productive forces. Consequently, we were able to organize a technical revolution vigorously so as to develop social productive forces on a large scale. Simultaneously with the development of productive forces, we must continue to carry out the transformation of relations of production and ideological remolding. [JPRS, 1974: 259] , During this period of transition, Mao feels it is necessary to transform all social relations. This includes both the relations of production and the different political and cultural elements of the superstructure (JPRS, 1974: 248) . Mao conceives of the relations of production as consisting of three &dquo;sectors&dquo;-&dquo;ownership of the means of production, relationships between individuals in the midst of work, and the distribution system&dquo;-to each of which closely corresponds certain aspects of the superstructure (JPRS, 1974: 270) . The system of ownership of the means of production has already been substantially transformed, but for Mao there is a limit to the changes that can be made in this sector within a given period (JPRS, 1974: 302) . In regard to the &dquo;relationships between individuals in the midst of production,&dquo; which entail the social division of labor and management practices, and &dquo;distribution relations,&dquo; which entail wage policy, &dquo;there is the need for steady improvement all the more&dquo; (JPRS, 1974: 270) . In order to transform the division of labor aspect of the relations of production (the relationships between individuals), Mao explains, &dquo;we have adopted such measures as the combining of. centralized leadership with mass movements, leadership by the Party, the integration of workers and technicians, participation of cadres in manual labor, participation of workers in management, and continuous change of unreasonable codes and conventions&dquo; (JPRS, 1974: 302 We should make the balance and imbalance between productive forces and production relations, and the balance and imbalance between production relations and the superstructure, serve as the key to the study of the economic problems of socialism. [JPRS, 1974: 280] CONCL USIONS This Maoist strategy is in no way indicative of a voluntarism that seeks to induce social change solely, or even primarily, by [158] transforming human consciousness and other aspects of the superstructure. Mao (1968, 1971, 1973) 
